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THE  MICHIGAN  EMPLOYMENT  INSTITUTION  FOR  THE  BLIND. 


(Reprinted  from  Report  of  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction,  L.  L.  Wright, 

1908-09,  pp.  66,  67.) 

The  Michigan  Employment  Institution  for  the  Blind,  located  at  Saginaw, 
West  Side,  is  designed  to  afford  necessary  instruction  and  profitable  employment 
to  those  worthy  blind  inhabitants  of  this  State  who,  with  reasonable  assistance 
and  encouragement,  are  able  and  willing  to  work.  It  was  established  and  is 
governed  under  the  terms  of  Act  No.  169  of  the  Laws  of  1903,  approved  June 
2,  1903,  and  was  opened  at  Saginaw,  West  Side,  in  November,  1904,  under  the 
superintendency  of  Mr.  James  P.  Hamilton,  a successful  blind  piano  tuner  and 
graduate  of  Albion  College,  who  was  succeeded  in  that  position  in  1907  by  Mr. 
Samuel  S.  Judd,  an  instructor  in  the  Saginaw  Manual  Training  School,  and  for- 
merly a teacher  in  the  Missouri  State  School  for  the  Blind  at  St.  Louis.* 

Here  blind  men  and  women  of  ordinary  health  and  strength  between  the 
ages  of  18  and  60  years  are  taught  useful  trades  and  occupations;  such  as  broom- 
making, rug-weaving,  chair-caning,  cobbling,  piano-tuning,  the  manufacture  of 
feather  dusters,  and  the  like;  and  during  a limited  term  of  apprenticeship  or 
pupilage  the  learners  have  their  board,  lodging,  washing  and  instruction  supplied 
at  the  Institution  free  of  charge,  for  the  people  of  Michigan  wish  the  blind  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  become  useful  and  happy  citizens,  rather  than  inactive 
consumers  of  other  people’s  earnings  or  savings.  The  inmates  of  the  Institution 
may  also  learn  to  read  books  printed  in  several  different  forms  of  raised  letters, 
and  to  write  dotted  characters  representing  letters  which  they  can  read  by  touch 
for  themselves.  They  also  learn  to  operate  an  ordinary  typewriter,  so  as  to  be 
able  to  write  their  own  letters,  to  seeing  correspondents  as  rapidly  and  correctly 
as  other  people  do. 

The  Institution  also  maintains  a free  circulating  library  for  the  benefit  of 
the  blind  readers  of  Michigan  living  at  their  homes,  as  well  as  for  those  who 
are  learning  or  earning  at  Saginaw;  and  the  books  are  distributed  as  a loan  to 
such  readers  and  later  returned  to  the  Library  by  mail  free  of  postage,  under  an 
act  of  Congress  passed  in  1904.  All  such  readers  of  any  kind  of  embossed  (that 
is  raised)  print  should  apply  to  the  Librarian,  Mr.  A.  M.  Shotwell,  for  such  books 
as  they  may  desire  to  borrow,  for  the  books  are  loaned  out  free  of  charge  for 
a few  weeks  at  a time  to  all  duly  registered  readers  of  such  print. 

After  a useful  trade  or  occupation  has  been  masterd  or  a course  of  instruction 
has  been  completed,  if  the  learner  would  not  succeed  in  supporting  himself  by 
his  trade  outside  the  Institution,  but  could  do  so  in  one  of  the  branches  of 
industry  therein  pursued,  he  may  remain  and  receive  such  wages  as  he  can  earn 
at  that  trade,  and  will  be  expected  merely  to  pay  back  the  actual  cost  of  his 
board,  washing,  etc. 

Thus,  the  Institution  is  at  once  (1)  a trade-training  school  for  adult  blind 
apprentices;  (2)  an  industrial  factory  for  the  permanent  or  steady  employment 
of  those  able  and  willing  therein  to  earn  the  cost  of  their  own  support;  (3)  a 
working  home  for  the  boarding  and  lodging  of  those  needing  and  wishing  its 
care  and  benefits  at  cost,  after  learning  a trade,  as  well  as  the  gratuitous  boarding 
and  lodging  of  the  learners  for  a limited  time;  (4)  a free  school  for  the  teaching 
of  reading,  writing,  typewriting,  etc.,  and  affording  some  training  in  vocal  music 
and  other  minor  branches;  and  (5)  a free  lending  library  for  the  blind  of  Michigan* 
at  their  homes,  as  well  as  at  the  Institution. 

It  is  not  an  asylum  or  retreat  for  the  permanent  free  maintenance  of  aged 
or  helpless  blind  persons,  nor  a hospital  or  infirmary  for  the  cure  or  treatment 
of  blindness  or  other  maladies;  but  an  agency  to  enable  worthy  blind  people  to 
share  in  the  useful  activities  of  life.  For  further  information  address  Supt.  S.  S. 
Judd  [Frank  G.  Putnam]  or  Librarian  A.  M.  Shotwell,  Institution  for  the  Blind, 
Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich. 


*Succeeded,  in  May,  1910,  by  Mr.  Frank  G.  Putnam. 


SHOTWELL  VS.  ROBERTS,  ET  AL. 


BRIEF  ON  ALLEGED  FORFEITURE  OF  MEMBERSHIP  IN 
THE  MICHIGAN  BLIND  PEOPLE’S  ASSOCIATION:  AP- 
PEAL FROM  ACTION  OF  MAJORITY  OF  EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE;  AN  AUTHENTIC  HISTORY  OF  THE  TRANS- 
ACTIONS IN  QUESTION. 

I. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT  OF  ACCUSED. 

DENIAL  OF  ACCUSATION,  AND  OF  AUTHORITY  OF  IN- 
TERESTED COMMITTEE  TO  EXPEL  A MEMBER. 


Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  June  2,  1910. 

To  the  Active  Members  of  the  Michigan  Welfare  Branch  of  the  Ameri- 
can Association  of  Workers  for  the  Blind,  formerly  known  as  the 
Michigan  Blind  People’s  General  Welfare  Association;  to  those 
who  have  it  in  their  power,  by  their  votes  or  their  inaction,  to  cor- 
rect or  confirm  the  injustice  sought  to  be  perpetrated  by  an  offended 
majority  of  the  said  Michigan  branch  Association’s  executive  com- 
mittee in  the  spring  of  1909;  and  to  all  persons  whom  it  may  con- 
cern in  reaching  a just  decision  respecting  the  legal  status  and 
right  of  membership  of  the  undersigned  accused  member  in  the 
said  Michigan  organization : 

I hereby  certify  that  I,  Ambrose  M.  Shotwell,  librarian  of  the  free 
lending  library  for  the  blind  at  Saginaw,  West  Side,  Mich.,  and  assistant 
superintendent  of  the  Michigan  Employment  Institution  for  the  (adult) 
Blind,  etc.,  was  the  author  of  the  original  draft  of  the  bill  for  the  estab- 
lishment and  government  of  the  said  Employment  Institution  which, 
with  minor  amendments,  was  passed  at  the  legislative  session  of  1903 ; 
also  of  that  of  the  Constitution  of  the  American  Association  of  Workers 
for  the  Blind  which,  with  some  amendments,  was  adopted  at  the  Sagi- 
naw biennial  conference  of  that  association  in  1905,  and  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  Michigan  Blind  People’s  General  Welfare  Association, 
adopted  at  its  first  regular  meeting  in  1900,  and  retained,  with  slight 
subsequent  amendment,  as  its  current  code  of  by-laws  when,  in  1906, 
it  voted  to  affiliate  itself  as  the  “Michigan  Welfare  Branch”  with  the 
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American  Association  of  Workers  for  the  Blind;  and  that,  to  the  best 
of  my  knowledge  and  ability,  I have  diligently  sought  to  obey  all  the 
current  rules  and  reasonable  requirements  of  those  organizations  and 
to  cherish  and  defend  their  good  name  and  influence  as  agencies  for 
the  promotion  of  the  welfare  of  the  blind,  and  this  even  when  in  so  doing 
it  has  sometimes  been  necessary  to  oppose  the  michievous  methods  and 
designs  of  other  members. 

I further  certify  that  the  subjoined  copies  of  letters  and  certificates, 
with  their  annexed  explanatory  headings,  are  correct  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge  and  belief,  and  correctly  exhibit  the  history  of  the  trans- 
actions in  question,  setting  forth  the  material  facts  and  allegations  con- 
cerning my  reported  behavior  in  April,  1909,  and  concerning  the  unwar- 
ranted attempt  of  the  complaining  majority  of  the  Association’s  execu- 
tive committee  to  expel  me  from  membership  in  the  Association,  sup- 
posedly because  of  my  failure  to  co-operate  in  efforts  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  an  ill-considered  scheme  of  Messrs.  Bateman,  Hamilton  and 
Perry  for  the  displacement  of  Superintendent  S.  S.  Judd  by  a candidate 
whom  two  of  them  had  strongly  opposed  as  unsuitable  for  the  position 
two  years  previously. 

These  documents  prove : that  I did  not  “discredit  the  good  name  of 
the  Association  and  its  executive  committee”  in  the  Board  meeting  of 
April  19,  1909,  as  charged  in  the  only  assigned  cause  or  ground  of  my 
so-called  expulsion  from  membership,  as  per  President  C.  N.  Roberts’ 
letter  of  notification  of  June  11,  1909.  They  show,  on  the  contrary,  that 
my  distasteful  tho  thruthful  opinion  (afterward  fully  confirmed)  was 
expressed  in  defense  of  the  Association’s  good  name,  and  that  this  was 
done,  not  in  a communication  addressed  to  the  Board  of  Trustees,  but 
merely  in  a proper  personal  letter  which  was  not  intended  for  consider- 
ation at  the  Board  meeting  at  all,  nor  designed  to  influence  in  any  way 
the  outcome  of  the  agitation  upon  the  superintendency  question. 

My  expressed  opinion  (subsequently  verified)  to  which  exception 
was  taken  by  Messrs.  Bateman,  Hamilton  and  Perry,  was  to  the  effect 
that  neither  the  Association  nor  its  executive  committee  had  specifically 
authorized  or  adopted  any  remonstrance  against  the  continued  superin- 
tendency or  the  contemplated  reappointment  of  Mr.  Judd  nor  otherwise 
leversed  the  pacific  policy  which,  at  their  Saginaw  meeting  of  three 
weeks  previous,  that  committee  had  strongly  urged  upon  the  industrial 
workers’  representative  committee  at  the  Institution. 

Neither  the  iteration  of  an  error  of  statement  nor  a subsequent 
approval  of  supposed  motives,  nor  even  a possible  demonstration  of  the 
substantial  desirability  of  an  end  nominally  aimed  at  by  the  instigators 
of  most  michievous  and  inconsiderate  means,  can  avail  to  verify  a de- 
liberate falsehood,  reverse  the  known  facts  of  history,  or  prove  the  un- 
lawfulness or  culpability  of  a truthful  private  opinion  expressed  for  a 
proper  purpose.  The  Association  did  not  remonstrate  against  Mr. 
Judd’s  retention  as  superintendent  in  April,  1909,  Trustee  Bateman’s 
subsequent  published  statement  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  And 
I had  a perfect  right  to  assure  my  personal  acquaintances  that  I had 
reason  to  believe  that  it  had  not  done  so.  And  no  three  or  four  dis- 
affected members,  whatever  their  official  or  influential  positions,  had 
either  a legal  or  a moral  right  to  exclude  from  active  membership  in  our 
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Michigan  branch  Association,  a law-abiding  charter  member  upon  a 
disputed  and  unproved  allegation  that  he  had  unwarrantably  discredited 
somebody’s  good  name  or  unauthorized  proceedings. 

I further  certify  that  President  Roberts  had  expressly  authorized 
and  advised  the  Saginaw  member  of  the  Executive  Committee,  who  was 
the  recording  secretary  of  the  Association,  to  confer  with  me  fully  in 
relation  to  Association  matters,  and  that  I was  accordingly  able  with 
great  confidence  to  express  the  opinion  (which  was  afterward  other- 
wise fully  confirmed)  that  the  Executive  Committee  had  not  authorized 
any  remonstrance  against  the  contemplated  reappointment  of  my  official 
superior  at  the  Institution,  for  I had  been  authoratively  assured  by  the 
Secretary  that  the  minutes  of  the  organization  did  not  show  that  any 
question  pertaining  to  that  subject  had  been  submitted  to,  or  considered 
by,  that  committee  during  the  first  seventeen  days  of  April,  1909,  and 
that  the  rule  of  the  committee  had  not  been  changed  or  suspended  pro- 
viding that  no  question  should  be  considered  carried  by  mail  until  each 
member  had  had  an  opportunity  to  submit  objections  or  amendments 
thereto.  lienee  I was  not  justly  censurable  for  concluding  and  declar- 
ing that  the  Association  had  not  been  committed  to  any  so-called  remon- 
strance in  the  nature  of  the  Lansing  manifesto. 

Miss  Austin  was  connected  with  the  Employment  Institution  at 
the  time  of  her  election  to  the  secretaryship  in  1908;  and  in  April,  1909, 
she  had  not  requested  nor  consented  to  be  relieved  of  her  proper  share  of 
responsibility  for  any  action  that  might  be  proposed  for  adoption  by 
the  Executive  Committee  of  which  she  was  one-  of  the  five  regular 
members ; and  I had  positive  knowledge  of  her  expressed  disapproval 
and  repudiation  of  the  action  of  Messrs.  Hamilton  and  Perry  in  sending 
their  undated  Lansing  circular  to  the  Trustees  of  the  Institution  in  the 
name  of  the  Association  without  its  having  been  submitted  to  all  the 
regular  officers  constituting  the  Executive  Committee  and  regularly 
approved  by  a majority  of  them. 

By  a personal  letter  received  from  the  corresponding  secretary,  Miss 
R.  A.  Griffith,  of  Grand  Rapids,  on  April  19,  1909,  I learned  that  she  had 
not  consented  to  the  preparation  or  utterance  of  the  Lansing  circular 
manifesto  in  the  name  of  the  Association,  and  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
convening  or  purpose  of  the  Lansing  conference  of  April  12-13  prior  to 
the  departure  of  Treasurer  Hamilton  from  Grand  Rapids  to  attend  the 
same,  and  was  not  a party  to  any  such  so-called  remonstrance. 

By  statements  contained  in  a letter  written  under  date  of  April 
20th,  1909,  as  per  copy  hereunto  annexed,  President  Roberts  proved  that 
at  that  time,  four  or  five  days  after  the  mailing  of  the  Hamilton-Perry 
circular  to  members  of  the  Board  of  Trustees,  he  (Roberts)  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  preparation  or  contents  of  any  so-called  remonstrance 
in  the  name  of  the  Association.  And  his  distinct  decision  that  another 
member  of  the  Executive  Committee,  absent  from  the  place  of  meeting, 
could  not  participate  by  proxy  in  the  proceedings  of  a meeting  where 
a quorum  was  not  actually  present,  was  certainly  a decision  equally 
applicable  to  Mr.  Hamilton’s  asserted  authority  to  act  as  proxy  in  sign- 
ing the  remonstrance  for  the  absent  President. 

On  April  17th,  1909,  at  the  time  of  expressing  my  sincere  conviction 
that  the  Association  had  not  reversed  its  pacific  and  conciliatory  atti- 
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tude  toward  the  management  of  the  Employment  Institution,  I had  not 
been  afforded  an  opportunity  to  know  definitely  the  contents  of  the 
Lansing  manifesto,  altho  I did  know  by  common  report  that  its  form 
was  such  as  to  prejudice  the  minds  of  those  receiving  it  and  to  weaken 
the  intended  effect  of  statements  therein  contained.  It  was  an  undated 
circular  bearing  the  names  of  but  two  of  the  five  members  of  the  Execu- 
tive Committee,  and  containing  no  certificate  or  other  distinct  claim  that 
it  had  been  approved  by  the  Executive  Committee  or  the  membership 
of  the  Association.  It  had  the  appearance  of  a mere  preliminary  draft 
of  a proposed  remonstrance. 

Until  the  Association  itself  shall  have  prescribed  the  manner  of 
proving  and  punishing  particular  constitutional  offenses,  the  authority 
of  the  Executive  Committee  to  expel  a member  is  disputed.  And  cer- 
tainly no  such  emergency  existed  in  1909  as  to  warrant  a handful  of 
vexed  personal  enemies  in  inflicting  summary  punishment  in  such  a case. 

It  was  and  is  very  desirable  that  a body  of  persons  organized  to  pro- 
mote the  welfare  and  happiness  of  the  blind,  should  not  be  called  upon 
to  bear  the  reproach  of  so  compromizing  a document  as  the  Lansing 
circular,  calculated  to  destroy  our  influence  and  opportunities  for  useful 
service  in  our  common  cause  in  this  State. 

A strong  organization  of  self-reliant  blind  persons  and  friends  of 
the  blind  in  Michigan  or  elsewhere,  is  very  desirable;  and  few  have 
sacrificed  more  than  myself  in  efforts  to  preserve  such  a power  for  good 
from  destruction.  But  no  self-respecting  citizen  would  wish  to  retain 
membership  in  a society  that  deliberately  upholds  a high-handed  abuse 
of  power  and  the  setting  aside  of  all  the  current  safeguards  of  justice 
observed  in  other  civic  organizations.  And  I have  refused  to  believe 
that  a company  of  self-respecting  blind  persons  associated  for  the  pro- 
tection and  promotion  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  blind,  would, 
by  any  action  or  inaction,  consent  to  the  accomplishment  by  this  society 
of  the  injustice  to  a law-abiding  member  which  was  proposed  and  at- 
tempted by  Messrs.  Hamilton,  Roberts  and  Perry  in  the  spring  of 
1909;  and  I have  accordingly  taken  an  appeal  from  their  summary  vote 
of  expulsion,  which  was  adopted  without  notification  of  definite  charges 
and  without  an  opportunity  for  self-defense  before  an  impartial  investi- 
gating commission. 

Thanking  all  fair-minded  members  in  advance  for  their  support  of 
the  cause  of  truth  and  justice,  I have  the  honor  to  remain, 

Fraternally  Yours, 

AMBROSE  M.  SHOTWELL. 

NOTE. — It  is  expected  that  the  question  of  the  reversal  or  approval 
of  the  action  of  the  majority  of  the  Executive  Committee  will  come  be- 
fore the  active  members  for  decision  at  the  Lansing  biennial  meeting  on 
Thursday  morning,  June  16th,  1910,  or  a later  sitting  of  that  conference. 
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II. 

ROBERTS  TO  SHOTWELL: 


NOTIFICATION  OF  EXPULSION  FROM  ASSOCIATION  BY 
ORDER  OF  COMMITTEE,  FOR  HAVING  DISCREDITED 
GOOD  NAME  OF  ASSOCIATION  AND  EXECUTIVE  COM- 
MITTEE IN  INSTITUTION  BOARD  MEETING  ON  APRIL 
19,  1909,  (WITHOUT  PREVIOUS  NOTIFICATION  THAT 
SUCH  ACCUSATION  WAS  UNDER  CONSIDERATION  BY 
SAID  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE). 

(A  TRUE  COPY.) 

College  View,  Nebr.,  June  11,  ’09. 

Dear  Mr.  Shotwell : 

I have  to  inform  you  that  by  vote  of  the  Executive  Committee,  a 
motion  of  expulsion  has  been  passed,  excluding  you  from  further  mem- 
bership in  the  Michigan  Welfare  Association.  This  arises  as  you  know, 
from  your  uncalled  for  and  unwarrantable  conduct  relative  to  the  Board 
meeting  of  April  19  in  which  you  discredited  the  good  name  of  the 
Association  and  its  Executive  Committee. 

Very  truly  yours, 

C.  N.  ROBERTS,  President. 

III. 

SHOTWELL  TO  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE: 


APPEAL  OF  ACCUSED  FROM  ANNOUNCED  ACT  OF  EXPUL- 
SION BY  AGGRIEVED  MAJORITY  OF  COMMITTEE.  COPY 
OF  IDENTICAL  COMMUNICATION  MAILED,  IN  JUNE, 
1909,  TO  EACH  MEMBER  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  COMMIT- 
TEE (TO  WHICH,  DURING  THE  ENSUING  ELEVEN 
MONTHS,  NO  AUTHORIZED  RESPONSE  HAS  BEEN  RE- 
CEIVED FROM  THE  COMMITTEE  NOR  FROM  EITHER 
OF  THE  OFFICERS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE  ACTION  IN 
QUESTION). 

Library  for  the  Blind,  Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  June  21,  1909. 

To  the  Members  of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Mich.  Welfare 
Branch  of  the  American  Association  of  Workers  for  the  Blind, 
popularly  known  as  the  Michigan  Blind  People’s  Welfare  Associa- 
tion, viz.,  to 

Mr.  C.  Nevison  Roberts,  President  and  Chairman, 

College  View,  Nebr.; 
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Mr.  Ralph  J.  Perry,  Vice-Pres., 

No.  909  Chestnut  St.,  N.  Lansing,  Mich. ; 

Ex-Supt.  Jas.  Parine  Hamilton,  Treas., 

1226  Wealthy  Ave.,  Grand  Rapids,  Mich.; 

Miss  B.  Eva  Austin,  Rec.  Sec., 

N.  W.  Cor.  of  Houghton  Ave.  and  Stark  St.,  Saginaw,  W.  S., 
Mich. ; and 

Miss  Roberta  Anna  Griffith,  Cor.  Sec., 

No.  238  Clancy  St.,  Grand  Rapids,  Mich. : — 

Acknowledging  the  receipt  of  what  purports  to  be  a communication 
from  Chairman  C.  N.  Roberts,  of  your  Committee,  written  from  College 
View,  Nebr.,  under  date  of  the  11th  inst.,  the  same  having  arrived  at 
Saginaw,  West  Side,  Mich.,  during  the  absence  of  the  undersigned  at 
Columbus,  Ohio,  whither  it  was  forwarded  and  whence  it  has  this  day 
returned  to  the  undersigned  at  the  Michigan  Employment  Institution 
for  the  Blind,  a copy  whereof  is  hereunto  annexed,*  advising  me  of  the 
adoption  by  your  Committee  of  a motion  expelling  me  from  membership 
in  the  aforesaid  Michigan  Welfare  Association,  but  without  citation  of 
any  authority  for  such  summary  and  unprecedented  action,  without  any 
specific  allegation  of  misbehavior  on  my  part  beyond  a vague,  false  and 
easily  disproved  assertion  that  I had  “discredited  the  good  name  of 
the  Association  and  its  Executive  Committee”  in  the  meeting  of  the 
Board  of  Trustees  of  this  Institution  on  the  19th  day  of  April  last;  and 
without  having  afforded  me  an  opportunity  to  answer  any  specific 
charges  against  me,  and  in  spite  of  my  absolute  and  emphatic  denial  of 
the  vague  insinuations,  and  misrepresentations  of  two  members  of  the 
Association  concerning  my  efforts  to  defend  the  good  name  of  the 
Association  and  its  Executive  Committee  relative  to  their  alleged  action 
or  inaction  in  March  and  April  last  touching  the  management  of  this 
Institution, — I hereby  demand  full  and  explicit  information  as  to  the 
accusation  on  which  the  alleged  action  of  your  Committee  in  this  case 
is  based.  And  I hereby  serve  notice  of  an  appeal  from  any  so-called 
decision  annulling  my  membership,  rendered  without  authority  and 
without  an  impartial  hearing  of  the  facts  in  the  case.  And  having 
hitherto  uniformly  sought  to  obey  all  the  just  rules  and  reasonable 
requirements  of  the  Association  and  to  promote  the  welfare  of  its 
worthy  members  and  of  the  proper  beneficiaries  of  the  Michigan  Em- 
ployment Institution  for  the  Blind,  I have  a right  to  demand  the  prompt 
rescinding  and  withdrawal  of  this  slanderous,  unjust,  and  unprovoked 
attack  upon  my  good  name  for  having  done  neither  more  nor  less  than 
my  duty  in  defense  of  the  reputation  of  the  State  Society.  I have  a right 
to  demand  that  my  unforfeited  membership  and  standing  in  the  society 
shall  rest  upon  something  more  reliable  than  the  false  representations 
and  prejudice  of  a few  personal  enemies.  Thanking  you  in  advance  for 
the  prompt  correction  of  the  injustice  done  me  by  the  action  mentioned 
in  the  communication  of  Chairman  Roberts,  as  per  subjoined*  copy, 
I remain,  Yours  for  truth  and  justice, 

AMBROSE  M.  SHOTWELL. 


*See  preceding  communication. 
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IV. 

ROBERTS  TO  SHOTWELL: 


ACKNOWLEDGING  THAT  THE  DRAFTING  AND  SIGNING  OF 
THE  PERRY-HAMILTON  REMONSTRANCE  WAS  DONE 
WITHOUT  THE  KNOWLEDGE  OR  PRIOR  APPROVAL  OF 
THE  PRESIDENT,  BUT  INDICATING  A SUDDEN  REVER- 
SAL OF  HIS  ATTITUDE  RELATIVE  THERETO. 

(A  TRUE  COPY.) 

College  View,  Nebr.,  May  3,  ’09. 

Dear  Shotwell : — 

Or  shall  I say  Shot-not-well.  For  as  time  goes  on  and  facts  begin 
to  come  out,  I see  you  have  fixed  things  for  once.  For  one  of  the  notable 
“contributory  causes”  to  Judd’s  re-election  is  a document  from  your- 
self, which,  if  I cared  to  take  the  time  to  discuss  it,  contained  certain 
“glaring  misrepresentations,”  concerning  the  Executive  Committee. 
Well,  if  your  object  was  to  re-elect  Judd,  you  certainly  did  it  up  in 
proper  shape.  As  for  the  other  matters,  I was  not  cognizant  of  the 
move;  but  I shall  stand  pat  on  my  signature,  and  to  all  that  it  repre- 
sented. But  the  next  time  I vote  to  mix  the  Executive  Committee  into 
the  institution  in  behalf  of  the  workers,  it  will  be  a colder  day  than  any 
I have  seen  yet.  All  we  get  is  to  be  royally  kicked,  misrepresented,  and 
lied  about  in  a way  that  ought  to  shame  some  people  who  are  willingly 
parties  to  it.  I shall  not  consider  it  even  worth  while  to  discuss  this 
in  detail ; but  this  is  enough  on  this. 

My  advice  to  you  is  next  time  to  know  what  you  are  talking  about 
and  play  things  on  the  square,  rather  than  the  next  to  contemptable  way 
you  have  handled  this  affair.  We  shall  find  it  necessary  to  take  some 
steps  to  retrieve  the  situation  and  the  reflections  you  have  cast  upon 
the  committee.  And  you  need  not  blame  us  if  we  do  not  handle  things 
with  gloves. 

Well,  I have  said  enough;  I might  say  more;  but  it  is  not  worth 
while.  You  know  where  I stand.  Hamilton  was  authorized  to  use 
my  signature  under  the  circumstances,  and  I shall  stand  by  it. 

ROBERTS. 
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V. 

SHOTWELL  TO  ROBERTS: 


DENIAL  OF  ACCUSATIONS  CONTAINED  IN  PRESIDENT 
ROBERTS’  LETTER  OF  MAY  3,  1909. 

(A  TRUE  COPY.) 

Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  May  6,  1909. 

President  C.  N.  Roberts,  College  View,  Nebr. 

Sir : — Acknowledging  the  receipt  of  your  surprising  communication 
of  the  3rd  inst.,  I wish  to  assure  you  that  your  assertion  that  a document 
from  myself  “contained  certain  ‘glaring  misrepresentations’  concerning 
the  Executive  Committee,”  is  both  discreditable  and  untrue;  and  if  it  is 
based  on  similar  information  to  that  which  prompted  a similar  effusion 
from  Ralph  J.  Perry  last  week,  my  answer  to  him  should  suffice  for 
both.  “For  as  time  goes  on  and  the  facts  begin  to  come  out,”  you  will 
discover  that  “one  of  the  notable  ‘contributory  causes’  to  Judd’s  re- 
election  is  a document”  over  your  printed  name  and  that  of  Ralph  J. 
Perry,  which  (whether  you  care  to  take  the  time  to  discuss  it,  or  not) 
“contained  certain  ‘glaring  misrepresentations’  concerning  the  Execu- 
tive Committee.” 

I*  now  know  the  fact  more  fully  than  I did  when,  on  or  about  the 
17th  of  April,  I stated  to  an  individual  that  I had  reason  to  believe  and 
did  believe  that  the  Executive  Committee  had  taken  no  action  touching 
the  management  of  this  institution  since  the  28th  or  29th  of  March  and 
had  not  reversed  the  policy  which  a majority  of  that  Committee  in  ses- 
sion here  had  strongly  and  successfully  recommended  for  others  at 
that  time. 

You  employ  the  plural  pronoun  in  the  first  person  and  speak  of 
being  “royally  kicked,  misrepresented  and  lied  about  in  a way  that 
ought  to  shame  some  people  who  are  willingly  parties  to  it.”  I sincerely 
regret  that  you  are  so  willing  temporarily  to  misrepresent  yourself  in 
this  matter.  After  your  experience  of  last  fall  with  one  of  the  authors 
of  the  recent  Lansing  manifesto, — the  only  one  whose  name  it  bears, — 
you  should  clearly  understand  that  the  only  prudent  and  proper  course 
for  the  Executive  Committee  to  pursue  in  such  matters  is  to  keep  in 
the  middle  of  the  road  with  a careful  regard  for  truth  and  justice,  and 
not  to  entrust  all  its  opportunities  for  usefulness  in  the  hands  of  a hot- 
headed minority  nor  to  join  in  any  scheme  to  mislead  the  blind  men 
here,  nor  to  thrust  upon  Mr.  Hudson,  a neighbor  whose  unfitness  for 
the  place  he,  in  common  with  the  other  members  of  the  Board,  had 
repeatedly  acknowledge  and  put  us  probably  in  a worse  plight  than 
we  are  at  present. 

I regret  many  things,  and  I have  not  stopped  for  any  nice  balancing 
of  my  own  personal  interests  in  connection  with  these  matters ; but  I 
do  not  repent,  and  do  not  expect  to  repent,  my  small  share  in  the  recent 
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occurrences  here,  although  I well  understand  some  people’s  wishes,  inter- 
ested or  disinterested,  might  not  have  been  thwarted  if  I had  more 
actively  co-operated  in  efforts  for  their  accomplishment.  Nevertheless 
it  may  interest  you  to  know  that  I have  trustworthy  report  that  three 
members  of  the  Board  were  opposed  to  Mr.  Dougherty’s  election  before 
my  so-called  repudiation  of  the  Committee’s  circular  effusion  was 
brought  to  their  attention  on  the  19th ; and  that  the  circular  itself,  with- 
out date  or  signature,  and  bearing  the  printed  names  of  but  two  people, 
not  known  nor  therein  claimed  to  have  authority  to  represent  others, 
had  given  them  an  unfavorable  impression  of  the  whole  matter. 

I believed  and  still  believe  that  I “knew  what  I was  talking  about,” 
and  played  things  on  the  square ; and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  I have 
not  cast  reflections  upon  our  Association  nor  its  Executive  Committee, 
your  menace  to  “handle  things  without  gloves”  is  unbecoming;  and  your 
concluding  sentence, — that  “Hamilton  was  authorized  to  use  my  (your) 
signature”  under  circumstances  not  described,  etc.,  is  a surprising  propo- 
sition in  view  of  other  things  that  you  had  written.  It  does  not  clearly 
appear  that  our  Constitution  gives  one  member  a better  right  of  proxy 
representation  than  another,  nor  that  the  affixing  of  the  signatures  of 
president  and  vice-president  to  the  first  or  second  draft  of  a proposed 
remonstrance  not  yet  submitted  to  the  Executive  Committee,  binds  the 
Association  or  the  Committee  in  any  way.  The  Vice-President’s  repre- 
sentation that  Miss  Griffith  had  knowledge  of  the  Lansing  meeting  of 
the  12th  and  13th  before  the  fact  or  that  she  was  in  any  way  responsible 
for  it  or  its  result,  is  distinctly  contradicted ; and  there  is  ample  evidence 
that  you  had  no  knowledge  of  the  form  or  the  substance  of  the  circular 
before  it  was  distributed  to  the  Governor  and  the  other  members  of 
the  Board.  Independently  of  your  own  statements,  it  was  reasonable 
to  infer  that  a document  outlined  on  the  12th,  drafted  on  the  13th, 
amended  later,  printed  and  distributed  to  the  Superintendent  and  Trus- 
tees the  same  week,  could  hardly  have  the  distinct  approval  before  the 
fact  of  one  living  near  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  however  willing  (under  some  cir- 
cumstances) to  let  Michigan  members  act  for  him  in  so  important  a 
matter.  I have  not  heard  of  the  repeal  of  the  rule  requiring  that  all 
motions  and  notifications  shall,  be  sent  to  the  several  members  of  the 
Committee  and  opportunity  be  afforded  for  offering  objections  or  amend- 
ments before  the  votes  thereon  shall  be  counted  and  the  result  declared. 

If  all  will  be  as  careful  as  I have  been  to  avoid  exaggeration,  mis- 
representation, and  the  too  hasty  acceptance  of  hearsay  evidence  from 
people  given  to  exaggeration,  we  should  be  able  to  get  along  without 
further  just  cause  for  serious  irritation  and  without  real  or  lasting 
damage  to  our  common  cause. 


AMBROSE  M.  SHOTWELL. 
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VII. 

SHOTWELL  TO  PERRY: 

REPLY  TO  VICE-PRESIDENT’S  VAGUE  AND  UNJUST  PER- 
SONAL ATTACK;  SPECIFIC  DENIAL  OF  ACCUSATIONS. 

Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  Apr.  27,  1909. 

Mr.  R.  J.  Perry,  909  N.  Chestnut  St.,  Lansing,  Mich. 

Sir:  Your  communication  of  Sunday,  the  25th  inst.,  this  day  re- 
ceived, is  a very  unsatisfactory  document,  to  which  a satisfactory  reply 
can  hardly  be  expected.  You  chide  me  somewhat  severely  without  in- 
dicating clearly  wherein  I have  been  in  error  or  at  fault  and  without 
giving  me  a “verbatim”  copy  of  the  information  you  have  received  con- 
cerning my  alleged  misbehavior. 

You  make  reference  to  a “Circular  sent  to  the  Board”  by  your  com- 
mittee,— a document  that  has  never  been  in  my  possession,  altho  I have 
been  reliably  informed  that  it  bears  the  printed  names,  not  the  signa- 
tures, of  two  members  of  our  State  Association,  apparently  in  their 
private  capacity,  and  altho  the  decoument  itself  is  understood  to  make 
such  reference  to  the  Association’s  Executive  Committee,  composed  of 
its  five  elective  officers,  as  to  imply  that  those  drafting  it  hoped  to  have 
it  signed  or  approved  by  the  Executive  Committee.  If  the  two  names 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  circular  were  those  of  a majority  of  your  com- 
mittee, you  have  not  indicated  in  that  circular  nor  to  me  personally  their 
authority  for  representing  our  State  Association  in  that  manner  and  for 
having  thus  reversed  the  policy  advocated  by  the  Executive  Committee 
when  last  in  session. 

Your  claim  that  “three  of  the  Executive  Committee  in  actual 
knowledge”  constitute  “enough  to  do  business,”  is  a proposition  that 
requires  qualification ; and  there  is  room  for  questioning  the  accuracy  of 
your  representation  that  three  members  of  the  Executive  Committee 
had  notification  or  knowledge  of  the  Lansing  meeting  of  the  12th  inst. 
and  its  object  before  the  fact  or  were  in  any  legal  or  valid  way  respons- 
ible for  the  result  of  your  Lansing  conference. 

You  declare  that  I “have  advertised  Mr.  Hamilton”  and  yourself 
“as  forgers  and  liars,”  (but)  fail  to  indicate  in  what  way  I have  thus 
advertised  either  of  you.  I do  not  recall  having  mentioned  either  of 
you  in  writing  to  anyone  not  already  familiar  with  the  facts  in  the  case, 
and  certainly  I have  not  employed  those  epithets. 

“As  a member  of  The  Committee”  (without  stating  what  commit- 
tee) you  demand  a literal  copy  of  a document  which,  you  say,  I sub- 
mitted to  the  Board  on  April  19th.  A literal  compliance  with  that 
“courteous”  (?)  request  would  seem  to  require  that  I should  send  you 
a blank  sheet  of  paper;  for  I believe  I am  awake  and  possessed  of  sound 
mind  and  memory;  and  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief  I have 
not  submitted  any  document  whatever  to  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
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this  Institution  during  the  past  four  weeks.  Your  contrary  impression 
may  have  grown  out  of  an  allusion  to  an  assurance  given  on  or  about 
the  17th  inst.  to  a person  not  a member  of  that  Board  to  the  effect  that 
the  members  of  the  State  Association  who  met  here  on  the  28th  ult.  had 
successfully  endeavored  to  harmonize  differences  and  allay  (rather  than 
aggravate)  the  existing  causes  of  irritation  which  had  been  brought  to 
their  attention ; and  that  there  was  reason  to  believe  that  during  the 
intervening  interval  (of  three  weeks  nearly)  the  broom-makers’  repre- 
sentative local  committee  had  not  continued  to  send  annoying  reports  of 
grounds  of  dissatisfaction  to  Lansing;  and  there  may  have  been  a re- 
mark (equally  true  today)  to  the  effect  that,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge 
and  belief  there  had  been  no  later  authorized  meeting  of  the  Associa- 
tion’s representatives  or  a quorum  thereof  nor  any  further  action  of  the 
Executive  Committee  as  such  touching  the  affairs  of  this  institution. 
The  recognized  rules  and  usages  of  that  body  require  that  motions  and 
notifications  shall  be  sent  to  the  several  members  of  that  Committee 
and  an  opportunity  be  given  for  each  to  offer  objections  or  amend- 
ments, etc.  I have  reason  to  believe  and  do  believe  that  the  minutes 
of  the  Association  and  of  its  Executive  Committee  do  not  show  that  any 
business  whatever  has  been  transacted  by  that  organization  since  the 
28th  of  March ; and  I do  not  see  that  any  particular  apology  is  due  from 
me  to  any  self-appointed  committee  (including  two  members  of  our 
Executive  Committee),  for  damage  rashly  done  to  the  influence  of  our 
Association  with  the  management  of  this  Institution  by  a circular  dis- 
tributed from  your  address  and  bearing  the  name  of  but  one  of  its 
authors  and  the  name  of  another  officer  of  the  State  Association  not 
known  to  have  had  any  knowledge  of  the  contents  or  object  of  the 
said  circular  remonstrance. 

Those  chiefly  responsible  for  any  weakening  of  the  influence  of 
our  State  Association  and  of  the  effect  of  what  was  done  here  by  the 
representatives  of  that  Association  on  the  28th  ult.  and  by  the  wage- 
earning  broom-makers’  local  committee  on  the  29th,  are  the  instigators 
of  the  undated  Lansing  manifesto  of  April  12th  to  15th,  and  not  a 
person  who  had  merely  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  Association  was 
not  responsible  for  any  movement  to  retire  a superintendent  and  sub- 
stitute a candidate  whom  the  senior  Trustee  had  acknowledged  to  be 
unsuitable  for  the  position. 

If  your  protestant  committee  have  any  apology  to  offer  to  the  men 
here  for  misleading  (or  trying  to  mislead)  them  into  supposing  that 
you  had  a suitable  candidate  in  mind,  I presume  they  will  be  ready  to 
appreciate  such  an  essay. 

I believe  I have  uttered  only  the  truth,  and  that  in  a just  cause; 
and  if  any  of  the  authors  of  the  Lansing  manifesto  feel  aggrieved  by 
any  of  the  facts  that  I have  acknowledged  in  defense  of  our  common 
cause,  I can  only  regret  that  those  entrusted  with  responsibility  could 
so  greatly  blunder  in  such  a matter. 

The  language  employed  in  your  letter  is  not  such  as  to  entitle  you 
to  this  extended  reminder  of  the  facts  in  the  case ; but  errors  of  state- 
ment and  implication  in  your  letter  suggest  a probability  that  you  may 
be  laboring  under  erroneous  impressions  (accepted  from  others)  having 
their  origin  in  motives  that  I am  not  now  seeking  to  unravel.  The 
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withholding  of  your  circular  from  wider  publication  was  more  to  your 
advantage  and  that  of  your  committee  of  authors  than  to  mine. 

Trusting  that  you  will  not  again  accuse  me  of  “outrage”  nor  of 
advertising  ex-Superintendent  Hamilton  as  a forger  in  connection  with 
this  matter,  I remain 

Very  truly, 

A.  M.  SHOTWELL. 

VIII. 

DISPROOF  OF  ACCUSATION. 

CERTIFICATE  OF  TRUSTEES,  SHOWING  THAT  ACCUSED 
DID  NOT  DISCREDIT  GOOD  NAME  OF  ASSOCIATION 
AND  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE  IN  BOARD  MEETING  OF 
APRIL  19,  1909. 

Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  June  27,  1909. 

To  whom  it  may  concern : 

We,  whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed,  do  hereby  certify  that 
Mr.  Ambrose  M.  Shotwell,  Librarian  of  the  Michigan  Employment  In- 
stitution for  the  Blind  and  a regularly  employed  instructor  therein,  did 
not  attend  the  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  that  Institution 
which  was  held  in  the  City  of  Saginaw  and  State  of  Michigan  on  the 
19th  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1909;  that  he  did  not  address  any  communica- 
tion to  the  said  Board  on  that  occasion;  that  he  did  not  in  said  Board 
meeting  directly  nor  indirectly  discredit  the  good  name  of  an  organiza- 
tion known  as  the  “Michigan  Blind  People’s  Welfare  Association,”  nor 
that  of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  said  Association  at  that  time 
nor  on  any  previous  occasion ; and  that,  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge 
and  belief,  he  was  not  guilty  of  any  misconduct  whatsoever  relative  to 
the  Board  meeting  of  April  19th,  1909,  nor  relative  to  any  matter  therein 
considered.  And  we  further  certify  that  his  reported  opinion  to  the 
effect  that  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  said  Michigan  Blind  People’s 
Welfare  Association  had  not  authorized  any  reversal  or  abandonment 
of  its  recently  manifested  policy  and  attitude  of  good-will  toward,  and 
co-operation  with,  the  management  of  the  Michigan  Employment  In- 
stitution for  the  Blind,  was  not  calculated  to  discredit  the  good  name 
of  that  organization  nor  of  its  Executive  Committee  in  the  minds  of  the 
members  of  the  said  Board  of  Trustees  nor  of  other  persons  holding 
responsible  positions  in  this  State.  And  we  have  reason  to  believe,  and 
do  believe,  that  Mr.  Shotwell  has  consistently  endeavored  to  promote 
the  welfare  of  all  the  worthy  blind  inhabitants  of  this  State  according 
to  his  ability  and  opportunities,  and  that  his  statements  in  relation  to 
the  affairs  of  the  Michigan  Employment  Institution  for  the  Blind  and 
of  the  Michigan  Blind  People’s  Welfare  Association  are  true  and  en- 
titled to  full  faith  and  credence. 

JOSEPH  HUDSON, 

HENRY  H.  CHATTERS, 

S.  S.  JUDD. 
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IX. 

CERTIFICATE  OF  SUPERINTENDENT  JUDD: 

SHOWING  THAT  THE  READING  OF  A.  M.  SHOTWELL’S  PER- 
SONAL LETTER  TO  HIMSELF  BEFORE  THE  TRUSTEES 
ON  APRIL  19TH,  1909,  WAS  DONE  WITHOUT  THE  WRIT- 
ER’S KNOWLEDGE  OR  AUTHORITY,  AND  THAT  THE 
SAID  LETTER  WAS  UNDERSTOOD  TO  HAVE  BEEN 
WRITTEN  IN  DEFENSE  OF  THE  GOOD  NAME  OF  THE 
ASSOCIATION  AND  OF  CERTAIN  INMATES  OF  THE 
INSTITUTION. 

Michigan  Employment  Institution  for  the  Blind : 

Superintendent’s  Office,  Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  Apr.  30,  1910. 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

I hereby  certify  that,  at  the  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
this  Institution  held  on  the  evening  of  the  19th  day  of  April,  1909,  at 
which  meeting  I was  re-elected  to  the  superintendency  of  the  Institu- 
tion for  the  present  fiscal  year,  the  only  communication  from  Mr.  A.  M. 
Shotwell  which  was  read  before  the  members  of  that  Board  or  discussed 
at  that  time,  was  a personal  letter  received  by  me  on  or  about  the  17th 
day  of  that  month,  understood  by  me  to  be  a confidential  communica- 
tion to  myself  alone ; and  I further  certify  that  that  personal  communi- 
cation was  read  in  the  hearing  of  the  said  Trustees  without  the  knowl- 
edge, authority,  or  approval  of  Mr.  Shotwell,  the  writer  thereof ; and  I 
have  reason  to  believe,  and  do  believe,  that  Mr.  Shotwell  had  taken  no 
action  whatever  relative  to  that  meeting  or  in  any  way  calculated  or 
designed  to  influence  the  votes  or  decision  of  the  Trustees  who  did 
on  that  date  tender  to  me  a re-appointment  or  Superintendent  of  the 
Institution. 

I had  reason  to  believe,  did  believe,  and  do  still  believe,  that  the 
sole  purpose  and  object  of  Mr.  Shotwell’s  personal  communication  of 
Apr.  17,  1909,  to  myself,  was,  if  possible,  to  reassure  my  mind  upon  two 
points;  to-wit:  (1)  That  certain  discontented  inmates  of  the  Institu- 
tion had  not  during  the  month  of  April,  1909,  continued  to  circulate  un- 
favorable criticisms  of  the  existing  management  of  the  Institution  among 
public  men  of  the  State;  and  (2)  of  the  fact  that  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee of  the  Michigan  Blind  People’s  Welfare  Association,  so-called, 
had  not  taken  nor  authorized  any  action  hostile  to  the  continued  service 
of  any  officer  of  an  institution  for  the  blind  in  this  State. 

I am  pleased  to  certify  that,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief, 
Mr.  Shotwell  has  done  all  that  has  been  within  his  power  within  the 
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limits  of  truth  and  honor  to  sustain  and  protect  the  good  name  of  the 
blind  people’s  association  and  its  executive  committee,  and  has  neither 
said  nor  done  anything  to  injure  or  discredit  that  good  name,  and  is 
not  one  of  those  who  have  so  acted  as  to  impair  and  endanger  the  in- 
terests of  the  blind  in  this  State  and  their  organization’s  opportunities 
for  further  usefulness. 

S.  S.  JUDD,  Superintendent. 

X. 

SHOTWELL  TO  JUDD: 

COPY  OF  PERSONAL  LETTER  IN  DEFENSE  OF  ASSOCIA- 
TION’S CONCILIATORY  COURSE  AND  OF  INMATES’ 
REPUTATION  FORBEARANCE,  AND  EXPRESSING  OPIN- 
ION (AFTERWARD  CONFIRMED)  THAT  EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE  HAD  NOT  AUTHORIZED  ANY  REMON- 
STRANCE OR  PERSONAL  ANTAGONISM. 

Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  Apr.  17,  1909. 

Mr.  S.  S.  Judd,  Supt.,  etc., 

City. 

My  dear  Mr.  Judd: 

What  ever  may  have  come  to  light  during  the  past  fortnight,  and 
whatever  may  during  the  next  forty-eight  hours  come  to  light  (either 
publicly  or  privately)  touching  Institution  affairs,  I beg  you  to  bear 
in  mind  a few  distinct  facts  concerning  the  Michigan  Blind  People’s 
State  Association,  and  concerning  Saginaw  people’s  supposed  connec- 
tion with  drafted  statements  in  circulation  in  certain  quarters : 

1.  The  authorized  representatives  of  the  Association,  or  the  mem- 
bers of  its  Executive  Committee  who  were  in  consultation  here  on  the 
28th  and  29th  ultimo,  did  not  come  with  any  hostile  intent,  and  did 
nothing  to  aggravate  the  situation,  and  actually  did  much  to  allay  ex- 
isting irritation  and  to  avert  further  causes  of  irritation,  really  rendering 
to  the  responsible  management  here, — the  Board  and  Superintendent, — 
as  great  service  as  to  the  inmates,  and  did  much  to  safeguard  the  Insti- 
tution against  future  rash  and  drastic  annoyance,  such  as  seemed  immi- 
nent from  the  short-sighted  methods  of  some  inexperienced  inmates  in 
sending  statements  of  their  supposed  grounds  of  dissatisfaction  to  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature  before  exhausting  the  more  direct  and  proper 
methods  of  seeking  relief.  The  representatives  of  the  State  Association 
acted  strictly  as  peace-makers,  and  not  in  any  sense  as  fire-brands. 

2.  The  President  of  the  Association  is  about  a thousand  miles 
away,  and  very  busy  as  a college  instructor  and  as  a magazine  printer, 
and  has  not  been  in  Michigan  this  spring.  The  Corresponding  Secretary 
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has  been  confined  to  her  sick-room  since  returning  home  from  here  two 
weeks  ago;  and  the  Recording  Secretary  has  not  been  absent  from 
Saginaw  since  the  conference  held  here  on  the  28th  ult.  The  remaining 
two  members  of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  State  Association  do 
not  constitute  a quorum  for  the  transaction  of  any  executive  business, 
whether  they  may  have  been  informally  delegated  to  collect  information 
or  not;  and  I have  reason  to  believe,  and  do  believe,  that  no  action  of 
any  kind  relating  to  this  Institution  has  been  submitted  to  the  Com- 
mittee for  consideration  since  the  date  of  the  meeting  here  on  the  28th 
ult.,  and  that  no  sub-committee  has  been  in  any  valid  way  directed  or 
authorized  to  address  either  the  Legislature  or  the  general  public  in  re- 
lation to  the  needs  of  this  Institution ; and  if  any  such  manifesto  designed 
to  provoke  public  discussion  of  our  condition  and  needs  has  been  formu- 
lated, its  publication  has  not  been  authorized  by  our  State  Association, 
nor  by  its  Executive  Committee. 

3.  I am  further  fully  convinced  that  the  wage-earning  Broom- 
Makers’  standing  committee  on  work  and  welfare  have  not  communi- 
cated any  grievances  to  any  member  of  the  Legislature  since  the  special 
meeting  of  our  Board  of  Trustees  here  on  the  29th  ultimo,  and  have  not 
signed  or  authorized  any  papers  designed  to  extend  or  continue  the 
popular  or  the  legislative  agitation  of  their  supposed  grounds  of  dis- 
satisfaction. 

4.  I,  myself,  have  sought  to  follow  a straightforward  course,  and  not 
in  any  objectionable  way  to  mix  up  with  matters  outside  my  own  specific 
department  and  my  generally  recognized  line  of  duty. 

These  things  you  can  confirm,  and  hence  they  do  not  need  my 
authority,  and  thus  they  do  not  betray  any  confidence. 

Very  truly  yours, 

AMBROSE  M.  SHOTWELL. 
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XI. 

PERRY  ET  AL.  TO  TRUSTEES  OF  THE  M.  E.  I.  B.: 


COPY  OF  THE  LANSING  MANIFESTO— AN  UNDATED  CIR- 
CULAR LETTER  OF  ABOUT  APRIL  15TH,  1909,  BEARING 
THE  PRINTED  NAMES  OF  TWO  OF  THE  FIVE  MEMBERS 
OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE,  BUT  NOT  THE  SIGNA- 
TURE OF  A SECRETARY,  NOR  THE  NAMES  OF  MORE 
THAN  ONE  PERSON  ACQUAINTED  WITH  THE  CON- 
TENTS OF  THIS  SO-CALLED  REMONSTRANCE  TO  THE 
REAPPOINTMENT  OF  SUPT.  JUDD  IN  THE  NAME  OF 
THE  ASSOCIATION. 

(A  TRUE  COPY.) 

To  his  Excellency,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Michigan, 
and  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Michigan  Employment 
Institution  for  the  Blind,  Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Michigan. 

Gentlemen : 

As  it  is  understood  that  you  are  about  to  elect  a superintendent  for 
the  Institution  under  your  charge  and  that  there  is  a possibility  of  the 
present  incumbent  being  reappointed,  we,  the  executive  committee  of 
the  Michigan  Blind  People’s  General  Welfare  Association,  acting  for 
said  Association,  wish  to  enter  our  most  emphatic  protest  against  Mr. 
Judd’s  reappointment  for  the  following  reasons : 

The  main  object  for  which  the  Employment  Institution  was  estab- 
lished by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Michigan,  namely,  giving  employ- 
ment to  the  Blind,  is  not  being  carried  out  under  Mr.  Judd’s  adminis- 
tration. An  investigating  committee  appointed  by  us  at  the  request 
of  workers  in  the  Institution,  visited  said  Institution  late  in  March  and 
found  the  broom-shop  closed  to  the  wage-workers.  The  committee  was 
met  by  Mr.  Judd  with  the  statement  that  the  Board  had  instructed  him 
not  to  purchase  any  more  broom-corn  at  present  prices  and  for  that 
reason  he  was  obliged  to  close  the  shop  until  fall  when  the  new  crop 
of  broom-corn  would  be  in  the  market.  The  President  and  Secretary 
of  the  Board  were  then  interviewed  and  both  positively  denied  ever 
having  given  any  such  instruction.  The  minutes  of  the  Board  meetings 
were  then  carefully  gone  over  and  showed  the  statement  of  the  President 
and  Secretary  to  be  correct. 

A committee  of  workers  in  the  Institution  stated  in  the  presence  of 
the  Board  and  Superintendent  that  they  had  not  had  regular  employment 
more  than  two-thirds  of  the  time  since  Mr.  Judd  was  appointed  and  this 
statement  was  not  contradicted. 

We  find  that  on  one  pretext  and  another  the  shop  has  been  closed 
for  periods  of  from  one  to  four  weeks  so  often  that  regular  employment 
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is  not  being,  and  has  not  been,  given,  since  Mr.  Judd  was  appointed 
superintendent. 

To  us,  the  spectacle  of  workers  in  this  Institution  pleading  with 
the  management  for  a chance  to  work  is  pitiable  in  the  extreme ; and  we 
believe  that  were  the  taxpayers  of  Michigan  to  learn  that  twenty-five 
thousand  dollars  of  their  money  is  being  spent  yearly  to  run  this  Insti- 
tution without  furnishing  employment  for  the  blind,  that  said  tax-payers 
would  consider  this  state  of  affairs  more  than  pitiable. 

We  believe  that  Mr.  Judd  has  fully  demonstrated  his  absolute  lack 
of  business  ability  and  interest  in  the  class  for  whose  interest  he  is 
supposed  to  be  working.  This  lack  of  interest  is  shown  by  his  per- 
sistent efforts  to  dismiss  all  blind  employees,  while  the  establishing  act 
of  the  Institution  expressly  provides  that  blind  people  shall  be  employed 
wherever  practical. 

We  therefore  urgently  request  that  a competent  business  man,  with 
some  interest  in  blind  people,  be  put  at  the  head  of  the  Michigan  Em- 
ployment Institution  for  the  Blind  as  early  as  he  can  be  selected. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

C.  NEVISON  ROBERTS,  President, 

R.  J.  PERRY,  Vice-President. 

XII. 

ROBERTS  TO  SHOTWELL: 

SHOWING  IGNORANCE  AND  DISAPPROVAL  OF  TPIE  LANS- 
ING CONFERENCE  OF  APRIL  12,  1909,  FOR  THE  PREPAR- 
ATION OF  A REMONSTRANCE,  ETC. 

(A  True  Copy  of  the  Paragraphs  Pertaining  to  Michigan  Institution 

Matters.) 

College  View,  Neb.,  April  20,  1909. 

My  Dear  Shotwell : — 

My  apparent  indisposition  is  not  a very  adequate  expression  of  the 
gratitude  I really  feel  for  your  kindness  in  keeping  me  informed  in  your 
three  successive  epistles.  I truly  beg  pardon  for  not  having  answered 
sooner,  and  this  will  not  be  much  of  an  answer.  But  yours  was  the 
first  to  reach  me  concerning  the  outcome  of  the  affair  at  Saginaw.  Had 
a letter  from  Perry  by  the  same  mail  containing  some  information,  and 
from  Eva  and  Jim  at  later  dates.  I think  our  committeemen,  as  well  as 
their  assistant  in  the  person  of  the  institution  librarian,  are  entitled  to 
a good  deal  of  credit  for  saving  a desperately  bad  situation. 

I should  like  to  know  tonight  how  yesterday’s  business  turned  out. 
I have  no  intimation  of  what  the  purpose  of  a Lansing  meeting  might 
(be)  for  last  week.  I am  quite  certain,  however,  that  it  is  not  a thing 
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which  will  involve  the  Association.  I think  I dressed  Perry  down  too 
warmly  last  winter  to  make  him  willing  to  risk  very  much  on  such 
actions.  Hamilton  has  been  pretty  careful  to  keep  himself  out  of  the 
lime-light  in  this  matter  to  risk  very  much  publicity.  And  I think  Anna 
would  know  that  she  has,  by  the  constitution,  no  power  of  proxy  repre- 
sentation in  Executive  Committee  meetings.  I have  not  been  con- 
sulted about  any  steps ; and  anything  that  is  planned  up  must  be  of  a 
private  nature.  But  I don’t  believe  they  would  hardly  risk  involving 
the  Association  for  fear  of  reaction,  which  certainly  would  set  in,  for 
if  the  Association  got  mixed  in,  I should  personally  proceed  to  unmix 
some  things  that  would  leave  the  agitators  in  not  a very  agreeable  posi- 
tion. They  may  endeavor  privately  to  bring  political  pressure  to  bear 
on  the  Judd  case,  but  I don’t  see  how  they  can  do  more  than  that. 

Our  new  editor,  Charles  N.  Miller,  formerly  of  Bakersfield,  Cal., 

arrived  last  week * 

(Thursday  morning.) 

I hope  the  Legislature  will  see  fit  to  grant  you  some  of  the  money 

you  asked  for  new  books,  etc * 

Must  close  now.  Shall  endeavor  to  answer  you  more  promptly 
hereafter.  Ever, 

ROBERTS. 


*The  omitted  sentences  contain  no  reference'  to  Michigan  Institution 
matters. 

XIII. 

GRIFFITH  TO  SHOTWELL: 

COPYOF  A NEW  YORK  POINT  COMMUNICATION  RECEIVED 
BY  A.  M.  SHOTWELL  ON  APRIL  19TH,  1909,  PROVING 
THAT  THE  CORRESPONDING  SECRETARY  HAD  NO 
KNOWLEDGE  OF  THE  OBJECT  NOR  OF  THE  CONVEN- 
ING OF  THE  LANSING  CONFERENCE  OF  APRIL  12TH 
UNTIL  AFTER  TREASURER  JAMES  PARINE  HAMILTON 
HAD  LEFT  GRAND  RAPIDS  TO  ATTEND  THE  SAME,  AND 
THAT  SHE  WAS  NOT  A PARTY  TO  THE  LANSING  MANI- 
FESTO, OR  SO-CALLED  REMONSTRANCE  IN  THE  NAME 
OF  THE  ASSOCIATION  OR  ITS  COMMITEE. 

G.  R.,  Sunday. 

Dear  Friend : 

I am  too  weak,  yet,  for  avoidable  words,  so  don’t  mind  my  abrupt- 
ness. 

You  cannot  deplore  the  Perry-Hamilton  meeting  and  its  results 
more  than  I do.  I had  not  a hint  of  the  meeting  or  the  occasion  for  it 
until  Mr.  H.  was  in  Lansing,  or  things  would  have  gone  differently,  as 
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you  will  understand  if  you  recall  my  effort  to  keep  institution  matters 
from  the  public  while  I was  in  S.  I sent  for  Perrine  as  soon  as  he 
returned  from  L.  and  remonstrated  against  the  action  decided  on,  but 
could  do  nothing  except  to  get  the  form  of  the  resolution  changed. 
Perine  told  me  that  Seward  requested  the  resolution.  He  also  said  that 
Nevison  had  authorized  him  to  act  for  him  in  these  institution  matters, 
and  so  that  gave  Ralph  and  him  a quorum. 

Please  write  me  of  the  Board  meeting  and  anything  else  likely  to 
interest  me,  as  I may  not  know  otherwise. 

I hope  to  get  better  without  an  operation  but  we  don’t  know  yet. 
This  is  the  second  time  I have  sat  up,  so  I am  improving. 

Sincerely, 

ANNA  G. 

Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  Apr.  24,  1909. 

To  whom  it  may  concern : 

I hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a true  copy  of  a letter  received 
by  me  on  the  nineteenth  of  April,  1909. 

AMBROSE  M.  SHOTWELL. 

XIV. 

SHOTWELL  TO  HUDSON: 

DEFENSE  OF  REPUTATION  OF  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE 
AND  OF  CERTAIN  DISSATISFIED  INMATES  PRIOR  TO 
THE  DATE  OF  THE  LANSING  CONFERENCE  AND  TO 
THE  PRINTING  OF  THE  HAMILTON-PERRY  MANIFESTO. 

(COPY.) 

Inst,  for  the  Blind,  Saginaw,  W.  S.,  Mich.,  Apr.  7,  1909. 

Mr.  Joseph  Fludson, 

Clare,  Mich. 

My  dear  Mr.  Hudson : 

In  our  very  brief  interview  of  yesterday,  I had  no  opportunity  to 
correct  what  I believed  to  be  a mistaken  impression  in  your  mind  in 
relation  to  the  wage-earning  broom-makers’  short-sighted  course  in 
sending  their  various  grounds  of  complaint  or  dissatisfaction  to  Lansing 
before  they  had  laid  them  before  your  Board  or  afterward.  I have  reason 
to  believe  that  their  only  complaints  to  members  of  the  Legislature 
were  sent  to  Lansing  WEEKS  BEFORE  your  meeting  here  on  the 
29th  ult.,  and  that  after  their  chief  grievance  was  adjusted  by  action  of 
your  Board  on  the  29th,  they  ceased  complaining,  and  were  pleased  and 
relieved,  rather  than  disappointed,  by  the  failure  of  the  House  Com- 
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12.  Roberts  to  Shotwell,  April  20,  1909,  showing  that  on  that  date  Pres. 

Roberts  had  no  knowledge  of  preparation  or  contents  of  a so-called 
remonstrance,  nor  of  the  convening  of  the  Lansing  conference  of 
April  12th  to  protest  in  the  name  of  the  Association 19 

13.  Griffith  to  Shotwell,  received  April  19,  1909,  showing  that  the  Cor- 

responding Secretary  was  not  party  to  the  Lansing  manifesto 20 

14.  Shotwell  to  Hudson,  April  7,  1909, — purpose  same  as  that  of  offending 

letter  of  April  17th,  complained  of  by  Bateman,  Perry  and  Roberts 21 

15.  Extracts  from  Constitution  of  Blind  People’s  Association 

16.  Extracts  from  Trustee  Bateman’s  Published  Open  Letter  to  Gov.  Warner 

at  time  of  his  resignation  from  Board 
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